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DETAILED ACTION 
Prosecution History Summary 
Claim 19 has been added per Applicant's amendment filed 8/9/2006. 
Claims 1-18 are rejected as set forth below. 

Claim 19 has been withdrawn as being directed to a non-elected invention. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-18 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new grounds of 
rejection. 

Election/Restrictions 

Newly submitted claim 19 is directed to an invention that is independent or distinct from 
the invention originally claimed for the following reasons: Claim 19 recites elements such as 
"the act of said one of the approvers approving the proposal causes the notification of the 
proposal to be sent to another of the approvers" and "a first approver in a first country having a 
first currency, and a second approver in a second country having a second currency". 

Previously filed claims 1-18 and newly added claim 19 are related as subcombinations 
disclosed as usable together in a single combination. The subcombinations are distinct if they do 
not overlap in scope and are not obvious variants, and if it is shown that at least one 
subcombination is separately usable. In the instant case, newly added claim 1 9 has separate 
utility such as "the act of said one of the approvers approving the proposal causes the notification 
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of the proposal to be sent to another of the approvers" and "a first approver in a first country 
having a first currency, and a second approver in a second country having a second currency". 
See MPEP § 806.05(d). Because these inventions are independent or distinct for the reasons 
given above and there would be a serious burden on the examiner if restriction is not required 
because the inventions require a different field of search (see MPEP § 808.02), restriction for 
examination purposes as indicated is proper. 

Since applicant has received an action on the merits for the originally presented 
invention, this invention has been constructively elected by original presentation for prosecution 
on the merits. Accordingly, claim 19 is withdrawn from consideration as being directed to a 
non-elected invention. See 37 CFR 1.142(b) and MPEP § 821.03. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-4, 6-10, 12-16, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lemble (US 5315504) in view of Altman (US 6721921). 

Regarding claim 1, Lemble teaches: 

preparing an electronic requisition form including a proposal for a requisition, wherein 
said proposal requires approval by each of a plurality of approvers (see at least: abstract, col. 1 
lines 41-48, col. 15 line 58 - col. 16 line 23); 

establishing an electronic list of the approvers for the proposal for requisition (see at 
least: abstract, Fig. 4 5 and 10-11, col. 2 lines 35-39, col. 7 lines 44-62 and "Function Table", col. 
1 1 lines 58-60, col. 17 lines 42-65); and 

at defined times, electronically recalculating the list (see at least: col. 18 line 65-col. 19 
line 35, col. 22 lines 1-16). 

The Examiner notes that Lemble teaches changing the displayed name of the user according to 
the most recent approver to have acted on the requisition (i.e. displaying the previous approver 
who last acted on the requisition). Furthermore, Lemble teaches displaying the approver list with 
the decisions of approvers who have already acted on the requisition. Lemble, however, does not 
expressly teach at a defined time, recalculating the list to change the names of the approvers on 
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the list. Altman teaches tracking annotations and changes to a document, who has reviewed a 
document, if every required reviewer has reviewed the document, etc. (see at least: abstract). 
Altman additionally teaches the user notifying the system that he/she has acted upon and finished 
reviewing a specified document (i.e. at a defined time). Upon receipt of such a notification, the 
system records that the review is complete and removes the reviewer from the list of people to 
get reminders. In one embodiment, the submission of a review also triggers a message to the 
document "owner" or coordinator to notify the owner that one fewer review is outstanding (see at 
least: abstract, col. 8 lines 6-18). Thereby, Altman recalculates the list to change the names of 
approvers on the list. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to have modified the invention of Lemble to have included recalculating the list to 
change the names of approvers on the list as taught by Altman in order to provide and easy 
means to track annotations and changes to a document, who has reviewed a document, if every 
required reviewer has reviewed the document, etc. and further provide notification that one fewer 
review is outstanding to an owner/originator (see at least: Altman, abstract, col. 8 lines 6-18). 

Regarding claim 2, Lemble in view of Altman teaches 

(2) wherein the step of recalculating the list includes the step of recalculating the list 
after each of at least some of the approvers act on the proposal for the requisition (see at least: 
Altman, abstract, col. 8 lines 6-18). 

(3) wherein the step of recalculating the list includes the step of recalculating the list 
according to a given set rules (see at least: Altman, abstract, col. 8 lines 6-18). The Examiner 
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notes that if a notification is received that a review is complete, a reviewer is removed from the 
list. This constitutes a rule governing when/how the lists are recalculated. 

Regarding claim 4, Lemble in view of Altman teaches wherein each of the approvers is 
associated with a computer station, and further comprising the steps of: 

after preparing the electronic requisition form, electronically sending the form to an application 
server and the application server immediately sending the form to the computer station 
associated with one of the approvers (see at least: Lemble, abstract, col. 2 lines 11-18, col. 17 
lines 42-52). 

Regarding claim 6, Lemble in view of Altman teaches for each of at least some of the 
approvers, giving the approver an associated length of time to act on the proposal for the 
requisition and after the associated length of time electronically sending to the computer station 
associated with the approver a reminder notice to act on the proposal for requisition (see at 
least: Altman, Fig. 14A-14B, col. 7 lines 48-62). 

Regarding claims 7-10, 12-16, and 18, these claims closely parallel claims 1-4, and 6. 
Claims 7-10, 12-16, and 18 are rejected under the same rationale for at least the above reasons. 
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3, Claims 5, 11, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lemble in view of Altman as applied to claims 1-4, 6-10, 12-16, and 18 above, and further 
in view of Centner et al. (US 2002/0007324, herein referred to as Centner). 

Regarding claims 5, 11, and 17, Lemble in view of Altman teaches all of the above as noted 
and further teaches wherein each of the approvers is associated with a computer station, and further 
comprising the steps of: after preparing the electronic requisition form, electronically sending the 
form to an application server and the application server immediately sending the form to the 
computer station associated with one of the approvers (see at least: Lemble, abstract, col. 2 lines 1 1 - 
18, col. 17 lines 42-52). Lemble in view of Altman, however, does not expressly teach after receiving 
the form, the application server immediately sending notices to the computer stations associated with 
the at least some of the approvers, said notices indicating that the form is available at the server. 
Centner teaches after receiving the form, the application server immediately sending notices to the 
computer stations associated with the at least some of the approvers, said notices indicating that the 
form is available at the server (see at least: 0016, claim 1). The Examiner notes that the suppliers are 
notified of an RFQ/proposal for requisition to bid on (i.e. approve) automatically. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have modified the invention of 
Lemble in view of Altman to have included after receiving the form, the application server 
immediately sending notices to the computer stations associated with the at least some of the 
approvers, said notices indicating that the form is available at the server as taught by Centner in 
order to automatically notify approvers of a proposal for requisition, thereby facilitating prompt 
responses (see at least: Centner, 0016, claim 1). 
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Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

• US 587071 7 discloses a system for ordering items over computer network using an 
electronic catalog 

4. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to William J. Allen whose telephone number is (571) 272-1443. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 AM to 5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeff A. Smith can be reached on (571) 272-6763. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 10/687,718 Page 9 

Art Unit: 3625 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

William J. Allen 
Patent Examiner 
September 15, 2006 




